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P‑R‑O‑C‑E‑E‑D‑I‑N‑G‑S


(1:37 p.m.)



MODERATOR RITSCH:  Thank you all for coming out to see us on a Friday afternoon with temperatures in the '70s, the sun out.  I'm just going to retract the roof here on our auditorium.  No?  Not working.  Okay.  So thank you all for coming out to see us on a day when you might prefer to be doing something else in the gorgeous weather.



We also are mindful that we have spent a lot of time this week talking about the Blueprint, several hearings on the Hill, lots of e‑mail.  So your high tolerance for us is admirable.  Thank you.



I am Massie Ritsch.  I am the Deputy Assistant Secretary for External Affairs and Outreach.  This is our March stakeholders' forum.  Last month we talked to you about the budget.  Today we're going to talk about a number of things.



I hope you picked up on your way in a copy of our ESEA blueprint proposal.  We also have a copy of a speech Arne made on teacher preparation last fall, just another installment in our series of major addresses that he has given.  And, of course, today's agenda we handed out as well.



Here is what we are going to do today.  We are going to give you an update on SAFRA, the Student Aid and Fiscal Responsibility Act, with Zakiya Smith, who is here from our Policy Office.



We will then give you a progress report on the Recovery Act with Maura Policelli from our Deputy Secretary's Office.  And, then, finally, we'll spend the bulk of the afternoon talking about the blueprint and getting your questions and comments.  And Carmel Martin will be down here, our Assistant Secretary for Policy, to do that.



I will remind you later, but I will tell you now.  If you do make a comment or ask a question, we have got mikes there and there.  And please speak very directly into it, identify yourselves, let us know who you are with.  The same goes for our speakers.  Our mikes need you to speak directly into them.



So why don't we get started?  We've got Zakiya Smith, who is the Senior Policy Advisor specializing in higher education issues in our Office of Planning, Evaluation and Policy Development, to give us an update on SAFRA.  Zakiya?


SAFRA UPDATE



MS. SMITH:  So we have had a busy week.  As you all know, in the midst of us releasing our ESEA blueprint, the Congress decided to act on health care reform, which we are really excited about.  And we are also excited that our higher education reforms are included in the reconciliation bill.



You may have seen that the House Rules Committee posted the text of our higher education provisions on its website yesterday.  So I am just going to go through the pieces of it, many of which we outlined in our budget request, our FY 2011 budget request.



I will also take questions at the end because you may notice that there are some pieces that we outlined in the budget request that are not in the text of the bill that was posted to the website yesterday.  I am happy to talk about that.  But, frankly, we are really excited about the major increases in funding for students that are included.



Primarily the basis of the bill is a stabilization of student lending by switching the majority of loans through the direct loan program, and using those savings to provide vast increases in the Pell Grant Program.



We have $61 billion in savings by switching to direct lending that we can use for a variety of other activities, over $40 billion going to increased Pell Grants over the next 10 years, increasing them by inflation, and sustaining those increases over time.



Not only are we providing these grant increases on the front end, but on the back end, we are going to be making it easier for students to repay their federal student loans.  We implemented an income‑based repayment option this past July.



And we would be -- through this piece of legislation -- expanding that option to make repayment even more flexible.  Instead of a 15 percent cap on the amount of borrowers' discretionary income that could be used to pay off loans, this would be bringing that cap down, to 10 percent and also making it so that loans are forgiven after 20 years, instead of 25 years, of repayment.  So we are really excited about that.  It's a great thing for borrowers.  It's a great thing for students.



It also invests in critically needed resources for minority‑serving institutions, including historically black colleges, Hispanic‑serving institutions, and tribal colleges, among others.  It invests $2.55 billion over 10 years for those institutions.



Further, the bill provides $2 billion over a 4‑year period for community college and career training grants, which would be administered with the Department of Labor in a very close collaboration, similar to the American graduation initiative proposal that we outlined in the budget.



The bill would also provide for $150 million a year in our College Access Challenge Grant Program, which provides grants to states to undertake college access‑related activities, in a variety of ways.  So that is a currently authorized program that would be seeing an increase, almost doubling the size of the program.



Those are the major things that are in here.  I am happy to take questions now about any of these pieces or additional things that you didn't hear about.



MODERATOR RITSCH:  Anything anyone wanted to ask about SAFRA?  Why don't you come to the mike right here?  Again, let us know your name and what organization you are with.



MS. COOKE:  My name is Gail Cooke.  I am from the Children's Defense Fund.  And we wanted to know what happened to the Early Learning Challenge Grants.



MS. SMITH:  I will say there are a number of activities that are still priorities for the administration.  We'll be looking for ways to promote early learning throughout the rest of our budget and in future budget years.  But, unfortunately, it's not included in this bill.



MODERATOR RITSCH:  Additional questions?  Comments?



MS. McGEE:  Hi.  I'm Jennifer McGee with Holland and Knight on behalf of San Francisco State University.  Now, the $150 million College Access Challenge Fund, that is going to be what was the $500 million College Access and Completion Grants?



MS. SMITH:  This was actually already included in the bill.  So the previous bill, the House version, had a College Access and Completion Fund that included this $150 million as well as some other monies for state and institutional innovation around College Access and Completion.  This would just remain the core $150 million that is already authorized.



MS. McGEE:  Do you know who would be eligible?  Are four‑year institutions eligible?



MS. SMITH:  No.  It goes to state agencies.  It's actually already an existing program.  And if you go to our website ‑‑



MS. McGEE:  I am familiar with that.



MS. SMITH:  Okay.



MS. McGEE:  So just the new provisions are out, basically is the question.



MS. SMITH:  Yes.



MS. McGEE:  Okay. Thanks.



MS. SMITH:  Yes.



MODERATOR RITSCH:  Yes, sir?



MR. LEVIN:  Yes, sir.  Doug Levin with the State Educational Technology Directors Association.  I think I know the answer to the question, but it would be helpful to know for sure.  The SAFRA bill that passed the House and was in the Senate language, included a provision for $500 million over 10 years for an online course, a content-open course in content development.



MS. SMITH;  Right.



MR. LEVIN:  What is the status of that provision at the moment?



MS. SMITH:  So we are hopeful that through the community college piece that community colleges could propose to do open educational resources or develop those as part of the grant process, but there is not a separate set‑aside for online learning.



MR. LEVIN:  Okay.  Thank you so much.



MODERATOR RITSCH:  Any other questions or comments on SAFRA?



(No response.)



MODERATOR RITSCH:  All right.  Zakiya, thank you very much.



Now we'll give you an update on the Recovery Act.  We've got Maura Policelli, the Senior Advisor to our Deputy Secretary, Tony Miller, to give us a progress report there and update on what is going on in the states.  Maura?


RECOVERY ACT PROGRESS REPORT



MS. POLICELLI:  Hello, everybody, nice to see you.  So I'm just going to start off with the punch lines before I get into the presentation just to make sure I don't forget before I finish up.



The Recovery Act has been a success thus far.  And telling that story and getting credit for it may not exactly be happening at the level we would like, but it has, in fact, been a success.  And we welcome any examples that you are aware of.



We, of course, don't have local level reporting required, just state level.  So we don't always get all of the specific examples from out in the field, but anything that you're aware of would be helpful for us to know.  We keep track with everything we can find and also that the story is not over.



I know that ESEA is the hot topic.  And it's very exciting.  But Recovery Act is not over yet.  We still have some more money to get out there and to have it implemented.  And it's the foundation, really, for ESEA in many ways.  So certainly they're connected.  And we want to make sure folks aren't thinking of the Recovery Act in isolation.



We really need your help.  If any of you can ‑‑ there's a lot of expertise in this room.  I work with some of you.  We're trying to do -- out of the Deputy Secretary's Office -- an ongoing outreach and assistance, mainly at the local level at this point, to help officials who are still implementing the programs through this money who have some more money still coming to connect the dollars, and connect these grants.



They're all very integrated, but folks need some really good strategies given their budget constraints to use these funds well.  So I welcome any of you to help with some of the outreach we're doing to collect some good ideas and get those out to folks.



And then the last pitch I am making to all of you before I just run through some facts and update information is to the extent that any of you are in a position to encourage, facilitate, foster state and local collaboration around the Recovery Act, it's needed very much, as some of you I'm sure know.



And there's a lot more work we can all do to make sure that there's good communication between state officials.  That is often where the money is going.  Very few of these grants go directly to districts.  And so we really need to make sure that there is a good conversation going on there to make use of these funds.



Okay.  Let's get some facts covered here.  A lot of this is not new, but I just want to show you that we know how to do fancy animation on PowerPoint presentations here at the Department of Education.  So this is really just a graphic show for you.  But hopefully there is something that is helpful in there.



I think you have heard of the President's goal by now.  And obviously Carmel will be reiterating that.  The ESEA Blueprint, obviously, drills down very deeply into the Department's vision for K through 12 but, again, the Department builds out of the ARRA foundation and their ongoing connections.



So the primary goals of student achievement, narrowing the achievement gaps, increasing graduation college enrollment and college attainment.  So it's all in there.  We're reinforcing it with these grants.



Another beautiful illustration ‑‑ look at that.  Look at that animation.  Sorry.  This is just the proudest part of my entire career is that I can now do this.  Nothing else means a thing.  (Laughter)


So this layout, again, it's drilled down in more detail in the Blueprint.  But this is kind of the basic framework that we have been using for Recovery Act outreach to really drill in on the focus of the K through 12 agenda that does fit into the cradle-to-career plan.



Effective teaching and learning, it's at the core of everything.  And this next slide some of you may have seen, some of you may have not.  Again, effective teaching and learning in the center.



In a lot of the outreach we have done around the country with states and districts, they have heard about the four assurances and four reform priorities over and over again, which I know a lot of you could all stand up and recite in chorus, but a lot of questions on how does this fit into a broader structure or vision around K through 12 as we write grants, as we think of our planning.  You know, give us a better sense of how we piece it together.



So we came up with more graphics.   I think visuals can sometimes help.  So the Deputy Secretary and others worked on trying to create this structure:  the aligned instruction; obviously emphasis on the actual people in the classroom and leading the schools; the environment of the schools and the community engagement; and then, of course, overall the system-wide capacity to really connect the dollars, the flow of the grants with the programs creates some really good functions to help get our school systems operating as productively as possible.



So this structure in a way is meant to be something that folks could have sitting next to them as they work on a grant application or implement programs, as hopefully a visual tool that may guide some of their work and then obviously in terms of how the four reform priorities are easily connected into that framework.  So if it is helpful, we just wanted to create some visuals here, instead of just words on the screen.



So let's give you some status quickly.  The grants themselves, in case with all of the excitement of ESEA and the way these grants have been moving quickly, in case you may have lost track of all of them, this is the accounting of the different grants.



They're all K through 12, SFSF being the biggest one, 48.6, Race to the Top, SIG, Innovation.  These are in order, obviously, of amount of money ‑‑ Ed Tech, Teacher Incentive, Data systems, and my favorite, TQP.  Don't ever forget about TQP, Teacher Quality Partnerships; and then the big boys, Title I and IDEA, which are additional funds to those formula grants.



So all of this is Recovery Act.  It's a lot of money.  And the emphasis we have been trying to make over and over again to folks is that the four reform priorities or assurances are within all of these.  They're interconnected.  And we really are trying to have folks think strategically and not just one pot of money at a time.



So there are lots of opportunities for you all to encourage that and to help see these as a package, especially Title I and IDEA, which, for obvious reasons because of all the rules around them, get treated quite separately often.



And we're trying very hard, both here at the Department and out in the field, to really make sure that the Title I and IDEA folks are at the table when it comes to these other grants.  They've got lots of great ideas and aspects of their programs, which can be very relevant to the planning of these other grants.



So to date one of the big focuses of the Recovery Act was obviously get that money out the door in the midst of a financial crisis.  So we have awarded $71 billion so far, over 300,000 jobs filled, at least 34 billion in budget shortfalls, and then move to reform.  To be able to tackle both of these at the same time in the midst of a financial crisis was quite amazing and I know a lot of expectations around that.



But there have been incredible reforms associated with the Recovery Act, Race to the Top applicants, and the state reforms, legislative reforms, that are tied to those but, in and of themselves, great accomplishments and some great investments with this money.



Recipient reporting, just to quickly let you know, in terms of jobs, we're seeing more jobs associated with Title I and IDEA in the second reporting round than in the first, which makes sense.



Compliance.  Our recipients have, 98 percent of them have, submitted their reporting, which is really great, just compared to other agencies.  We're just bragging here that our recipients are really on top of things, partly because we have a great team here at the Department keeping track of all of these folks.



Transparency, if you don't know and don't scour our website every day, we have taken the information on recovery.gov and put it into state‑by‑state profiles of all the information there, much more accessible for the media, for all of you, for us internally so you can quickly go through it.  It keeps track of all the press clips from each state that report on the Recovery Act.



And just if anyone was curious if the change in OMB guidance on how to calculate jobs affected our overall accounting, it actually did not, probably because our jobs funded in school systems are jobs that last through the school year.  So, unlike other agencies, we had some real consistency.



This is important in many ways.  Obviously the amount of money that was appropriated by Congress is up at the top.  We have obligated, like I said, around 70 billion.  It's actually about 73 billion right now.  But only about half of that has been drawn down by the states.  It's again primarily state money.



So basically it means the money is not all out there.  It hasn't all hit the street yet.  And that's important for you all to know.  It's important for our governors to know, make sure they're keeping track of the the checks that have been written so that we can make sure the money is having maximum impact.



Just to do a quick accounting of each program and how much has been awarded for each program, you can read those numbers really, really fast.



And then this is just a quick scan of the remaining grants.  This adds up to about $20 billion.  The SFSF fees to grants, as most of you know, are whipping out the door really quickly.  The SIG grants are also being awarded quickly.  Then, of course, there's the district‑level competition.  But there's still more money.



So, again, the story is not over for people who are trying to summarize the Recovery Act and the full analysis.  There are lots of studies going on out there by different groups and GAO.



But the ultimate impact in number of jobs, really, we just don't know yet because we have more money to spend.  And a lot of the money that we have awarded hasn't been drawn down.



And a lot of the implementation of reforms just hasn't happened yet because the money is there, but people are still trying to find the best ways to use it.



Here is just another showing off of our beautiful graphic abilities.  Look at those zooming in.  I just get a kick out of this every time, very proud.  And feel free to "ooh" and "aah."  Just a little affirmation for me would be great.



This is basically a visual of what I just showed you, which just kind of gives you a big picture of the time line of these remaining grants.



We have to obligate all of our money for Recovery Act by the end of this September.  So it's all going to be out the door and moving quickly in the remaining months.



This some of you may have seen before.  It's a graphic that has been around a while.  The punch line of this graphic ‑‑ and, again, getting back to one of my recommendations at the beginning -- is that this money, you know, no matter who is applying and ultimately where it lands, which is obviously mostly at the district level, the more coordination at the state and the local level, the better.  It will make applications better, the remaining ones, and the use of these funds better.  So anything you can all do to help coordinate how folks are filling out these applications is of course helpful.


And this is important in terms of the budget crunch that states and districts are under right now.  And we know it.  We hear it.  It is dire.



And so one of the things we're trying to make sure people know is that yes, you've got a clip, so to speak, of SFSF and Title I and IDEA, where the money does have to all be obligated, not completely spent, but they at least have to have obligated that money by that date.



So some of that money can still go through the 2011‑12 school year just to give folks a sense that they do have money to spend for that school year, but these other grants or money have a longer time line.  And it does add up to quite a bit of money.



So whether it's three years, four years, five years ‑‑ and I know not everyone wins Race to the Top.  These are competitive.  But there is a longer time frame.  So there's more bang for the buck.



Smart uses of funds.  And this is one of my other requests at the beginning of this meeting.  Anybody who wants to help us with our advising of districts on how to maximize these dollars, learn from each other, we would love your help.  But here are just some examples of what has been done so far with the money that has been very smart.



This is the end of my presentation.  This is just the concept of stealing ideas, same reform priorities in all of these grants.  So some applications have already been written.  I mean, the folks that have worked in the Race to the Top applications have done just an extensive amount of thinking and planning.



So for the remaining grants, there is no reason not to steal ideas within a state, steal from each other, the TQP winners who, for some reason, I have a little space in my heart for.  They have come up with great ideas.  I love the Ed Tech people when I met with them.  They've blown me away with their ability to think across programs.



So just get people together, swap ideas.  It's an efficient way to work.  So thank you very much.



I don't know if there's time for questions, but if there are any questions ‑‑



MODERATOR RITSCH:  If there are any questions from anybody, come on up to the mike.



MS. POLICELLI:  Please don't forget to tell people the Recovery Act works because it has, even though budgets are tight.  We need some credit around here.



MODERATOR RITSCH:  Or that Maura's PowerPoint is animated.



MS. POLICELLI:  Yes.  We can do animation at the Department of Education. (Laughter)


MODERATOR RITSCH:  One thing that is not movable is this lectern.  So I apologize to those of you on this side.



Joel?



MR. PACKER:  Two questions.  One, is the PowerPoint going to be on the website?  Lots of useful stuff in there.



MODERATOR RITSCH:  If it's ready to go on the website?



MS. POLICELLI:  Yes.  That's fine.  It's all publicly available information.  We just make it look prettier.



MR. PACKER:  Yes, yes.  And then my substantive question is, for states that have requested maintenance of effort waivers under SFSF, can you tell us a little bit about the process or timing for that, or was my understanding they're being approved for phase two, even if they have requested a waiver, even though their wavier hasn't been acted on yet?



MS. POLICELLI:  Rhode Island is the only state so far that has had a waiver approved.  The monitoring and the review of the other requests will be happening in May and June.  And then, of course, not until the end of this fiscal year can the waivers for FY 2010 be reviewed.



So, to answer your question, yes, the SFSF money is getting out the door.  So the consequences for anyone not meeting MOE will be ‑‑ I'm not the one in charge of this -- but presumably retroactive or addressed related to future funding.



But the SFSF money is going out the door, no matter what.  And Rhode Island obviously met the eligibility requirements for the waiver.  And that's all posted on our website under the SFSF program.



Actually, there are only a handful, but the applications for MOE waivers are all on our website if you just are interested in seeing how folks presented that.



MR. PACKER:  Okay.  And I should have said for the record, I'm Joel Packer with the Raben Group and the Committee for Education Funding.



MODERATOR RITSCH:  Thank you, Joel.



Why don't we go over here?  Yes, ma'am?



MS. MYERS:  Yes.  Hi.  I'm Stephanie Myers.  I'm a small business owner.  And I work with a lot of different national organizations.  Glad to hear everything is going so well.  Congratulations.  It's great to hear that the money is all out.



I have attended a number of the stakeholder meetings over the last few months.  And just a few observations and a question.  One observation is that once you get outside the education arena, there's a perception that public education is really under assault and that there is so much going on that is negative; the charter schools, homeschooling, it just seems like the emphasis is pushing away from public education.



I don't have a problem with charter schools.  This is just a perception out there.



So my question is, what are we doing to try to mobilize community support for public education in general?  I'm very concerned about what I hear going on in Texas, changing the textbooks and all kinds of crazy things out there to rewrite American history.  What are we doing?



One comment I'll make ‑‑ and it's not so much a criticism as an observation ‑‑ I haven't heard the word "parent" one time.  And I'll bet I've been to five of these stakeholder meetings.  That concerns me.



I'm not an education administrator, but I do think parents have a role in this.  I think that families and communities and large volunteer organizations also have a role.



So what is the outreach strategy for mobilizing those groups?



MS. POLICELLI:  I'll just quickly mention that you'll hear more about specific parent outreach probably from Carmel.  I think that that broader issue is something that is not specific to the Recovery Act, although our framework that I threw up there at the beginning, in terms of community engagement being something that within our overall framework we're recommending people use, is a big component.



So the parent engagement piece is something very much a part of the K‑12 agenda here at the Department in terms of actually engaging and building the grass roots efforts and outreach, I think that is something we can foster and promote, but that really has to happen at the local level.  But it is something the Department is very focused on and very supportive of.



MODERATOR RITSCH:  Rob?



MS. MYERS:  Thank you.



MR. MAHAFFEY:  Good morning.  Rob Mahaffey with the Rural School and Community Trust.  I love your graphics.  They are terrific.



MS. POLICELLI:  Yes.



MR. MAHAFFEY:  A couple of quick things I mentioned to Massie before we got started, that the Rural Trust hosted a webinar with regard to i3, which is where my questions are from.



We had over 250 stakeholders on that call, mostly superintendents from LEAs and a lot of nonprofit organizations that are very engaged in applying for i3.



Two things that come up repeatedly, one is capacity for rural school districts to apply.  The Rural Trust is really stepping up to answer those concerns.



And the other has to do with the match.  We're grateful that in the final regs, linking your match to the application has been expanded.  There's a little more breathing room there considering the calendar.  But we're a little dismayed about the waiver piece of the match.



The language is very vague.  You may not be able to go into it in more detail, but we would like to know what the waiver process will be.  How will the Secretary consider those waiver requests?



MS. POLICELLI:  The team here of our Office of Innovation, they have three webinars coming up on the grant.  Actually, I think their group form is out in the field now, in Baltimore.



PARTICIPANT:  They are being simultaneously webcast.



MS. POLICELLI:  Right.  Sorry,  they are in the field in Baltimore and D.C.  So they are starting some extensive outreach around these grants.



We have a Recovery Act forum on the 30th in Crystal City.  And there will be an i3 presentation there.



I am personally not qualified to answer the question about how the waivers will be granted or how that process will work, but I think that the spirit of it in terms of really needing a private sector investment to make the project sustainable is obviously a big emphasis of the program.



But I apologize.  I don't know how the ‑‑



MR. MAHAFFEY:  We're all in favor of the match.  And we think it is a valuable piece to engage community, engage other partners in there.



Is there anyone from the Department here who can speak to the waiver?



MODERATOR RITSCH:  Because we are doing our first outreach event on i3, really, right now in Baltimore, that is where the folks are.  And those will be archived on the website.  So I would not be surprised if that question came up there.



They also, I believe, have an e‑mail you can shoot questions to.  And they're looking at those and reviewing them and responding daily.



And then we will, as folks have had more time to chew over the application, continue to do webinars so that we can get to those specific questions.



MR. MAHAFFEY:  Thanks, Massie.  And, by the way, we're really pushing folks to make the April 1 deadline on the intent to apply.


MODERATOR RITSCH:  Great.  Thanks, Rob.



Why don't we make this our last question on the Recovery Act?  Yes, sir?



MR. LONDON:  Sure.  I'm Mitchell London.  I'm here representing Children's Progress, which is a formative assessment company.  And my question is in relation to the Race to the Top Assessment Program.



Has there been any update on the time line?  It was notably absent from the presentation today.  And I was just getting a better sense of what the updated time line is.



MS. POLICELLI:  I don't have that information.  I apologize.  I believe that that money also has to be awarded by September 30th, like all the other Recovery Act funds.



MS. MARTIN:  They expect to have that application out soon.



MS. POLICELLI:  Yes, yes.  Thank you, Carmel.  So it sounds like the application will be out soon.



MR. LONDON:  Great.  I appreciate it.  Thank you.



MS. POLICELLI:  There's an easy answer for you.  Thank you, everybody.



MODERATOR RITSCH:  All right.  So why don't we now move to discuss what one observer called a “glossy and readable document” that we handed out today.



We hope you found it to be, if not readable, at least glossy.  We think it is very readable as well, very accessible, and really represents our best thinking on where we're headed with an opportunity to keep this conversation going and get folks to respond.



Of course, it reflects, the Blueprint reflects, a lot of listening that we did last year.  The Secretary and our senior team visited all 50 states, as many of you know, several territories as well.  We held forums here during colder months, when people are more inclined to come into a room, and really hope that you feel we were responsive to what you were saying on behalf of your constituents.



So I would like to bring up our Assistant Secretary for Policy, Carmel Martin, to take us through it.  And then we'll get into some discussion.


ESEA BLUEPRINT PROPOSAL DISCUSSION



MS. MARTIN:  Good afternoon, everyone.  Thank you so much for being such troopers on this beautiful sunny Friday afternoon and sticking with us for so long.  Maybe I can get through my presentation quickly and you can have early dismissal because you all deserve it.



(Laughter)



MS. MARTIN:  As Massie said, we're very excited that this week we're able to release our Blueprint for the ESEA reauthorization.



We spent a great deal of time this week up on the Hill.  The Secretary testified before three committees with respect to it and our F.Y. 2011 budget.  And we were just very heartened by the reaction that we got, which was that there is a lot of eagerness and excitement for moving forward this year in both a bipartisan and bicameral way.  It seemed like people are ready to get rolling.  So we were really happy about that.



I'm just going to sort of run through some of the ideas that you see in the blueprint ‑‑ hopefully you have had a chance to take a look at it ‑‑ and then try to leave as much time as possible for any questions that you might have.



As Arne said this week in his testimony, he was asked by a bipartisan group and bicameral group to present a blueprint with our vision and framework for the reauthorization.



It was purposefully not detailed legislative language because we really do want to work in a collaborative way with Congress as we move forward, but we think it sets out some really good ideas for how to move forward.



I just want to put it in context.  We see the Elementary and Secondary Education Act reauthorization as part of the President's comprehensive cradle-to-career agenda around education.



You heard a little bit earlier about some progress we have made with respect to postsecondary education through the reconciliation bill that is about to be voted on in the House.



Unfortunately, the early learning portion was not included, but we're not going to give up on that.  That is something that the President is very committed to -- he proposed while on the campaign -- and will keep working towards that, but also looking for ways to ensure that we have a continuum of programs.



We see early learning agenda as a zero to grade three agenda, so looking to incorporate it into the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, and also ensuring that our K‑12 agenda is connected with what is needed to be successful in college and career.



Some of the over‑arching principles that we're implementing in our Blueprint, the concept that we want to continuously incentivize people to raise the bar for students while keeping a very sharp focus on closing achieving gaps and not giving up on that aspect of current law, which we think has been so valuable and so important.



We do want to try to figure out a way to be looser on the means in terms of giving more flexibility to state and local actors in terms of how they get to aggressive performance targets, so being tight everywhere goal-wise that we can, looking to set tight, aggressive performance targets that are focused on raising achievement while also closing the gap, but give more flexibility to state and local actors in terms of how to get there.



And the third major theme for us is fostering innovation and rewarding success.  As the Secretary said, lots of ways you can fail under current law but very little acknowledgement of when people are making progress or are successful.



The other thing that we have really kept in mind as we have developed the Blueprint is that we want our work here to build on the work that Maura was just telling you about in the context of the Recovery Act, that these aren't too separate projects for us.  It's really carrying that forward into the reauthorization.



I briefly just want to flag that our reauthorization proposal is integrated into our budget request for FY 2011.  The President has asked for the largest increase for elementary and secondary education programs of any President.



And we have sought in our funding priorities to carry through on the priorities that we are setting forth in the Blueprint and in the reauthorization process.



We do see a shift from formula to competitive funding.  Most of our new funding is being funding requests as related to competitive funding streams.



With that said, most of our money will remain formula‑driven.  We have no intention of moving that.  Contrary to what folks have heard, we have absolutely no intention to move Title I from a formula program to a competitive program.



We have also maintained all of the formula‑driven funding streams that are targeted at specific groups of students, migrant education, Native American education.  All of those programs remain formula‑driven.



We do think, particularly given the tough budget times that we're in, that we're getting as much leverage as we can for change for students.  And that's why we have asked for significant funding in new competitive funding streams.



Our funding requests and our reauthorization proposal are organized around six core areas of reform.  The first is college and career‑ready students, where we're looking to improve upon the accountability systems that are in place and found them on this idea that all students will graduate from high school ready for college and career.



Continuing our focus on great teachers and leaders, we have $3.9 billion proposed for programs that will help raise up the teaching profession and ensure that effective teachers and leaders are in the schools that need them the most.



Continuing a focus on meeting the needs of diverse learners, again, we have maintained all programs that are targeted at particular populations of students and maintain their formula basis.



Fourth, major focus on a complete education.  Here we're trying to promote the idea that all students should have access to college and career‑ready standards, but also a well‑rounded education, well‑rounded curriculum.



You can have terrific standards, great assessments, but if there isn't professional development aligned to those standards, if there isn't a good curriculum aligned to those standards, then the standards will be meaningless.  So we have proposed $1.1 billion to help the states and districts to deliver that for students.



And also recognizing that there are non‑academic needs that students have that impact their ability to be successful, we have proposed $1.8 billion for a group of programs under the successful safe and healthy student area.



And there we're looking to promote state and local efforts to address the comprehensive needs of students; and, finally, want to continue our focus on fostering innovation and excellence, so continuing investments in programs like Race to the Top and the Investing in Innovation Fund while also promoting innovative school models, like charter schools, but other innovative school models, including increased funding for magnet programs and for public school choice programs.



I just want to take a minute to say that we are looking for ways to promote and align the K‑12 system with the early learning system.  And some of the ways that we're tackling that are by encouraging an alignment of standards and assessments between the two areas, coordination of professional development, engagement of families in children's learning, and an integration of high‑quality early learning programs into our school reform efforts.



This chart tries to come across with some of the ways that we are looking to change the framework with respect to the accountability system.



As the Secretary said many times, current law has created incentives for states to lower the bar for student achievement.  And we are looking for ways to not only encourage states’ work, but to provide them incentives to move in the direction they are already moving.



There are, as you know, 48 state‑led efforts to move over towards common college and career‑ready standards, but also ensure that the accountability system creates incentives for them to move in that direction, as opposed to disincentives.



Current law was too prescriptive for many schools.  We're looking to provide greater flexibility for schools so that there's less of a one size fits all framework applied to school improvement, but at the same time staying very strong in terms of requiring the lowest performing schools to make substantial changes, radical changes; under current law, as I said earlier, lots of ways to fail but very little recognition of success.



So we're looking for ways to acknowledge progress, have that been meaningful for schools but also reward them when they do well.



And in our rewards program, it is focused on high poverty schools and schools that have made growth or progress, not schools that have met absolute bars.



Finally, under current law, there is some sense that it may be narrowing the curriculum.  And we're looking to promote ways that we can ensure that at the state and local level a well‑rounded curriculum is promoted by providing resources to help them do it.  And also we're allowing states to use assessments in subjects other than reading and math in their accountability system.



Finally and perhaps most importantly, I just want to emphasize that we are not looking to move away from the current law focused on closing gaps or on equitable opportunities for all students.



So we have included a focus on the schools with the largest achievement gaps, requiring that there be research‑based interventions in those schools, also focusing on the equitable distribution of resources by improving the comparability provisions in current law, also asking states to set out plans for ensuring more equitable distribution of resources and a more equitable distribution of teachers.



Just briefly to talk a little bit more about the accountability framework.  We think one of the biggest changes is the recognition of growth and progress.



So the example the Secretary has given many times is if a student enters fifth grade on a second grade reading level but gets to a fourth grade reading level, that teacher is not a failing teacher.  That school is not a failing school.  It is actually a very effective school.  And that kind of progress should be rewarded in the system.



We're also looking at progress in terms of identifying the lowest performance‑challenged schools.  So the schools in the bottom five percent, the schools in the next five percent, and the achievement gap schools in each of those analyses will be asking states not just to look at the absolute performance of those students, but have the students shown progress over time.  If they have, then they can be taken out of those intervention frameworks.



As I mentioned earlier, we will be providing much more flexibility for the majority of schools.  We will ask states and districts to develop school improvement plans for those schools based on their ability to meet performance targets for each group of students in the school, but we're also looking to recognize and reward success.



We'll ask states to identify the schools in the top ten percent of student performance in their state and also ask states, once college- and career‑ready standards are in place, if a school is meeting all of their performance targets towards getting all students college- and career‑ready by 2020.  Those schools would also be eligible for recognition and rewards.



Just to quickly go over some of the other changes that we're proposing in the Blueprint, again, in terms of programs dedicated towards particular groups of students.  We're maintaining them as formula programs.



We have proposed some funding for a competitive program for English learners to help promote the development of English, professional development programs, fellowship programs for teachers of English learners, and also to improve the assessment and data systems related to English learners.



With respect to all of these programs, we are looking for greater transparency on outcomes.  And where districts are achieving good outcomes for their students, that these funds are directed toward offering them additional flexibility, and we're also making other changes based on community input with respect to their programs.  And we are looking to support students with disabilities in IDEA and across all of the ESEA programs.



Another area of focus for us is supporting great teachers and leaders.  On this slide you will see our over‑arching principles with respect to these programs; again, big focus on recognizing that teachers are professionals, also having a big focus on leaders, as opposed to just teachers, and other educators in schools, a focus on shifting from highlighting inputs to outcomes, and ensuring that there is an equitable distribution of educators in the schools that need them the most.



So we have three programs proposed in this area.  One would be a formula‑based program to states called Effective Teachers and Leaders.  We have also a Teacher and Leader Innovation Fund, which is competitive funding for states and districts looking to implement ambitious reforms in terms of teacher and leader placement, compensation recognition and advancement, and then also a new Teacher and Leader Pathways Program.



A hundred and seventy million dollars of that fund would go to creating programs that would help prepare principals or leadership teams to go into turnaround schools to help their schools to actually go through the turnaround process.



In terms of teachers, grants would be available to IHEs, school districts, or nonprofit organizations that put forth innovative proposals for recruiting and preparing effective teachers to teach in high needs schools.



In terms of our complete education program, we are focused on improving the quality of instruction, again taking those standards and making sure that they're executed into the classroom by providing support for instructional materials and professional development based on those college- and career‑ready standards.



And promoting the idea of well‑rounded education priority would be given in one of these funding streams for interdisciplinary teachings, so students can learn literacy when they are learning history, history when they are learning literacy, and we’re also providing funding for accelerated learning.



So these are the new programs that we are proposing in this area.  We'll have dedicated funding for comprehensive literacy programs, dedicated funding for STEM, dedicated funding for other subjects, including history, art, financial literacy, foreign languages, and then dedicated funding for this idea of accelerated learning.  So it could be used for gifted and talented programs.  It could be used for dual enrollment, early colleges, anywhere where we're bringing postsecondary content into the secondary school curriculum.



In terms of our Successful, Safe and Healthy Student programs, just a recognition that there needs to be shared responsibility for student success.



So here we would provide funding for parent and community engagement.  Someone was asking about parent engagement earlier, as well as more time and supports for students to be successful.



The programs in this area include our Promise Neighborhoods Initiative, which tries to provide funding for communities to restructure the entire community around the idea of supporting student success; our Successful, Safe and Healthy Student Program, which would go to states and districts working in collaboration with nonprofits and community‑based organizations to strengthen parent and family engagement, improve students' physical and mental health, and also provide more safe learning environments; and, finally, maintaining an investment in the Twenty‑First Century Community Learning Centers.  It would continue to be available for after‑school programs.



But we're also encouraging grants from community‑based organizations that are looking to deliver after school but also are willing to work with school districts on extended-day programs and/or work with the larger community, to create full‑service community school programs.



The final area is fostering innovation and excellence, here again trying to continue a focus on evidence‑based programs, and looking to validate or scale up promising or proven innovations, promote education choice, public school choice options, and empowering families to make informed decisions.



The programs in this area include, again, a continuing investment in Race to the Top.  We would like to extend that program to districts as well as states.



The core concept there is that we can put some substantial resources out by competition to encourage the adults in the system to work together around aggressive reform, comprehensive reform agendas that we can really see people moving in directions that we haven't seen for decades.  And we think we have seen that through the Race to the Top competition so far.



Again, continuing investment in Investing in Innovation.  We would ask that 150 of the 500 million we're proposing for that program be dedicated specifically to STEM and looking to have also a priority in that program around educational technology, increased support for effective charters with a real focus on accountability in that context, but also allowing for autonomous schools that might not necessarily be called charters to be able to compete for that funding, and then increased funding for promoting -- tripling funding for promoting -- public school choice and for magnet school programs.



So that is sort of the overview of the things you'll see in the Blueprint.  I'm happy to answer any questions that you have.  And thanks again for coming out on a Friday.



MODERATOR RITSCH:  All right.  Jim, do you want to kick things off?


QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS



MR. KOHLMOOS:  Sure.  Jim Kohlmoos, Knowledge Alliance.  Congratulations on a very challenging and ambitious agenda that you have put together.  And you represented it very well on the Hill this week ‑‑



MS. MARTIN:  Thank you.



MR. KOHLMOOS:  ‑‑ the Secretary did.  And I know you were there, too.



At the end of the Blueprint, you identify six cross‑cutting priorities relating to technology and STEM and rural education and another one called efficiency and then one called evidence.



I'm just wondering how you will play out those cross‑cutting priorities.  Where do they get their emphasis?  Are they going to be put into some of the competitions or can you just elaborate a little bit on what your thinking was?



MS. MARTIN:  So the idea is that we would, Congress would, give us the authority to make those things competitive priorities in our grant programs across the board.



In the context of formula funding, there wouldn't be competitive priorities, but we would look to promote them through use of funds, documents in terms of things that we're suggesting from a technical assistance perspective that states could use their funding, states and districts could use their funding, for these things.



MR. KOHLMOOS:  One follow‑up question.  On the funding priority for evidence, can you elaborate on that?  Are you going to use the term "scientifically based research" again or is that a discussion to be had?



MS. MARTIN:  It's a discussion to be had and that I've had many times with my colleagues in Congress.  But we'll be looking for a definition that is workable but pushes people in the right direction.



MODERATOR RITSCH:  Right here.



MS. MacINTOSH:  Hi.  Amy MacIntosh from Central Indiana Education Service Center.



We are currently partnered with a school district on one of your Twenty‑first Century grants.  And as we continually look at our curriculum and we change that every year based on student data, we are wondering where we are with national standards, how close are we to having national standards that we could utilize to implement better curriculum.



MS. MARTIN:  We are not proposing national standards.  We are, instead, promoting the state‑led effort by the governors and the chief state school officers to move towards common college- and career‑ready standards.  So we're going to continue to look for ways to support and incentivize them to keep going in that direction.



We would allow states to adopt their own standards that are not common as long as the four‑year postsecondary system in the state would recognize a student meeting those standards upon high school graduation as being ready for college entry‑level work in reading and math.



So there are two options for demonstrating that you are college- and career‑ready, but we would maintain the idea that it's states, not the federal government, who should develop and adopt standards.



But we are asking them to make a demonstration that the standards they are choosing make sense for students and are meaningful for students in terms of being aligned with what is needed to be successful after high school.



MS. MacINTOSH:  Okay.  Thank you.



MS. MARTIN:  You're welcome.



MODERATOR RITSCH:  Joel?



MR. PACKER:  Thank you.



Joel Packer again.  Actually, kind of a little bit of a follow‑up.  Two timing questions.  So let's assume ESEA is passed, signed into law sometime this year.  It's obviously going to take time after states adopt the standards to put into place presumably new assessments belonging to the standards, change curriculum, et cetera.



So what happens between now and whatever point that is in terms of accountability?  Does the current AYP stay in place?  Is there a kind of a pause or what happens?



And then the related question is, so under the current system, schools are measured yearly as to whether they make current AYP.  So based on whatever the new metrics are, will it be some yearly measure to determine which are the lowest‑performing schools?  They are now determined over a two- or three‑year period.  So it's sort of two different timing questions.



MS. MARTIN:  So in terms of the transition period, we will be working with Congress to figure out what makes sense.  Then, as you know, Joel, in No Child Left Behind, there were many provisions related to the transition.



So the first thing, before you can get to transition, you've got to figure out where you're trying to go ‑‑



MR. PACKER:  Right.



MS. MARTIN:  ‑‑ and then figure out how to sort of walk that back.



We have thought through a lot of those issues.  We haven't fully, and we don't have a detailed plan on that.  Again, we want to work with Congress on it.  But some of the things we have been thinking about are we really do want to be focused on measuring growth, as opposed to pass/fail proficiency.



Some states have assessment systems that allow them to do that right now.  They're participating in our growth pilot.  We would allow them to continue.



For states that can't do that, one of the things we would like to explore with Congress is whether states could give credit for helping kids move from below basic to basic, basic to proficiency, proficiency to advanced.  So that is just one example of how we could have a transition policy in place while we're working on the long‑term policy.



The thing that we think is fairly powerful about our intervention framework is, unlike current law, you can implement it based on existing assessments and standards.  It will be more powerful when we have new ones in place, but you can do it right now.  We're already asking states to identify the bottom five percent of their schools ‑‑



MR. PACKER:  Right.



MS. MARTIN:  ‑‑ and start tackling them under our four turnaround options.  So in terms of the intervention framework, you can do that.  Probably the most challenging question is, what do we do to identify the reward schools?  So we would have to work that through.



We are proposing that states set performance targets for all students and for every group of students based on an overarching goal of getting all kids college- and career‑ready by the time they graduate high school by 2020.  That will translate into annual performance targets, but we are not using them the way they are used in current law.



If you fail one of those targets, you are not a failing school.  We will ask states and districts to use those to develop school improvement plans for schools.  But SES and choice won't be triggered based on those targets.



MR. PACKER:  Okay.  Thanks.



MODERATOR RITSCH:  Over here.



MR. FELTON:  Thanks, Carmel.  Reggie Felton, National School Boards Association.  Thanks for that clarification.  I think I heard you say in terms of the annual performance targets that they would not, as we have them today, be tied to these annual assessments, correct?



MS. MARTIN:  They will be tied to assessments, but they won't trigger ‑‑



MR. FELTON:  Accountability.



MS. MARTIN:  ‑‑ sort of cascading federally defined interventions.



MR. FELTON:  Okay.  So ‑‑



MS. MARTIN:  They will be used to help benchmark whether states and districts and schools and groups of students are making progress towards an overarching goal.  We will ask states to use them to reward high‑performing, high‑growth schools so they would be eligible for a rewards program.  But they wouldn't be used to define the interventions.



The interventions will be used, basically the same framework that we're using for the school improvement grant program right now.  It will ask that states look at their schools based on the progress of students in terms of reading, English, language arts, math, and graduation rates, identify who their bottom five percent performers are.



If there are schools that have made progress, which is another way we're moving away from this every-year-something-different happens, we're asking states to look at the progress of these schools over time, not just in any one snapshot.



So if you have a school that might be at the bottom of the state in terms of number of students who are proficient but they have doubled the number of students who are proficient over the last year, that is not a school you want to shut down.  That is a school that you want to give some more support to and time to see whether they can continue to make that kind of progress.



So it's a very different framework in a lot of different ways from the current law construct.  And I think it's sort of lots of details that people haven't fully absorbed yet, but it is a very different system.



MR. FELTON:  Okay.  But the point of clarification, when you mentioned the competitive grants versus the formula‑driven funds, you said there would not be any reductions.



I just need clarification because, as we look at the requests, obviously or it appears that there is no new money going to the formula‑based.  Is that just a misinterpretation?



MS. MARTIN:  Well, there is new money for school turnaround, which goes out to sates by formula.  And the rewards program that we're proposing would go out to states by formula as well.



So we have not proposed an increase in the state grants to local districts, but we have not moved any of that money into competitive funding.



MR. FELTON:  You sort of get what you're getting, but you may not get more.  I'm just trying to ‑‑



MS. MARTIN:  Well, you will get more for school improvement grant funding and for a rewards program.  So it's not that high‑poverty schools will get more under our budget, but ‑‑



MR. FELTON:  Not in the traditional formula‑based as we have seen in the past.



MS. MARTIN:  Again, the school improvement grant is a traditional formula program, but in the sort of base grants, that's true.



MR. FELTON:  Okay.  Thanks a lot.



MODERATOR RITSCH:  Bill?



MR. TAYLOR:  Bill Taylor.



MS. MARTIN:  Hey, Bill.



MR. TAYLOR:  Hi.  I keep hearing concerns that the new emphasis on attacking the programs at the schools that are the worst‑performing right now is going to result in some relative neglect of schools that are not doing well or that may be declining but are in need of some real help.



How do you address those concerns??  I mean, how do you ‑‑



MS. MARTIN:  Sure.



MR. TAYLOR:  With a little flexibility, how do you balance the need for teachers, for equitable distribution of teachers, and for initiatives at these schools that are not so hot.


MS. MARTIN:  Yes.  So we've got multiple strategies to make sure that doesn't happen.  One is we are asking states ‑‑ the bottom ten percent of schools -- those schools are probably showing underperformance for all of their students or most of their students.



So that's why we're asking states to also identify the schools with the largest gaps within the school.  So you could have a school that is fairly high‑performing if you're looking at overall student achievement.  But they have large gaps and are showing no progress towards closing those gaps.



Again, there it wouldn't be based on a single year snapshot, but do they have large gaps?  And have they stagnated?



With respect to other schools, we're saying we're trying to tackle those in multiple ways.  One is to say to states and districts, "You need to be looking at the progress of each group of students in the school based on these performance targets" and asking them to develop improvement plans that tackle whatever the deficiencies in that school are.



Also, by creating a rewards program, we're giving them an incentive to get better because there are concrete benefits to getting better, which doesn't exist under current law.



And that rewards program will be focused on meeting performance targets for specific groups of students.  So they need to care about all the students in their school, not just the aggregate in that context.



But we are also for the first time asking for districts to be accountable for the performance of students.  What we're looking at there is not just under current law.  We did a little bit of that, as you know, back in 2001.  But the incentives and the carrots and sticks in that context weren't very meaningful.



So we're looking to make them more meaningful, but also in judging whether a district is successful, not just looking at overall student performance or even closing gaps across the district but rather, looking at how many of their schools are getting better, are performing well.



So we think that will create incentives for districts to take responsibility for the schools who might not be in the bottom five percent, but they have an obligation to serve.



And, finally, I would say by taking off the mandate, the 20 percent of Title I money be used for supplemental services and choice, we're saying use that money instead to help the schools across your district to put in place improvement strategies.  And we'll ask for that money to be directed by how well schools are doing towards meeting their performance targets.



MR. TAYLOR:  Will that also include encouraging schools to take on a larger part of the responsibility than they have right now for educating disadvantaged children?



MS. MARTIN:  The districts?



MR. TAYLOR:  The districts, yes, ‑‑



MS. MARTIN:  Yes.



MR. TAYLOR:  ‑‑ and the schools within the district.



MS. MARTIN:  Yes.  I mean, it will all be focused on how are groups of students performing.



MR. TAYLOR:  Right.  Well, let me just say what I should have prefaced it by saying that some of us really appreciate all of the hard work that you and your colleagues are putting in.



And if we ask critical questions in the future, it's because our hopes and dreams reside with you.



(Applause)



MS. MARTIN:  Thanks, Bill.



MODERATOR RITSCH:  Thanks, Bill.



MS. MARTIN:  We'll keep working with you on it.



MS. RAIMONDO:  Hi.  Barbara Raimondo, Conference of Educational Administrators of Schools and Programs for the Deaf.



My question is about school choice.  You mentioned charter schools and autonomous schools.  And there is a lot of emphasis on choice for students.



Most states have a school for the deaf.  I am wondering of there has been any thought given to how that might be filtered into this mix of school choice.



In some cases, parents do have a choice to choose a school for the deaf.  For example, in Maryland, a parent can move into the State of Maryland, show up at the doorstep of the school, and apply directly to the school without going through the LEA.



In other states, they have to go through the LEA.  They have to get, I guess you would call it, permission or whatever you want to call it.



And there is a lot of concern among our members that parents don't always get that choice to choose the school for the deaf if that is what the family wants.



So I wonder if there has been any thought given to that or any discussion or something that we could pursue.



MS. MARTIN:  I'm happy to pursue that with you and would loop in Alexa Posny, Assistant Secretary for Special Education, and see if that is something that we can look at in this context.



MS. RAIMONDO:  Okay.  Thank you.



MODERATOR RITSCH:  Thanks.



MS. REDD:  Casey Redd from the Association of Public and Land Grant Universities.  It was unclear to me who is eligible for applying for this funding.  Is it just districts and states?  And I'm especially interested in the Great Teachers and Great Leaders.



MS. MARTIN:  Yes.  So we would allow for institutions of higher education to apply for our Teacher Pathways Grant Program.  And in the other programs, the state would certainly be eligible to partner with institutions of higher ed in terms of the other funding streams related to teachers and leaders.



MS. VINEGAS:  Hi.  I'm Kerry Vinegas from the National Indian Education Association.  First I want to say thank you so much for covering and clarifying meeting the needs of diverse learners and how they may or may not be impacted by the emphasis on competitive and formulaic funding.



I also wanted to ask about the accessibility, then, for Native communities and tribes to use some of the innovation funds.



A lot of the language about them, of course, is states or districts ‑‑



MS. MARTIN:  Yes.



MS. VINEGAR:  ‑‑ and then partnerships.  But is there some specific though about how to bring them into the loop or how to encourage states and districts to definitely work with the local tribes? 



MS. MARTIN:  We have been trying to encourage states to work with tribes in the context of the Race to the Top money.  They were statutorily prohibited from competing for those funds through the ARRA.



But the Secretary is very committed as we move forward with the reauthorization and establish ongoing investments in Race to the Top and Investing in Innovation, to ensure that tribes can apply for that funding as well.



We haven't fully worked through the details of what that would look like, whether if we did that it would make sense to work in collaboration with BIE, but are open in terms of how to go about doing that.



MS. VINEGAR:  Thank you.



MS. GOLDMAN:  Hi.  Hillary Goldman with the International Society for Technology and Education.



The Department released a tech plan a few weeks ago.  And we really applaud the vision and what you're doing there and how quickly you got it out.  Also, your work with the FCC in developing the broadband plan that has strong education components in it.


So our membership is actually a little confused because those two plans had a real strong vision with embracing technology.  And there is confusion amongst our membership as to eliminating the dedicated program for ed tech, understanding the discussion about infusing technology throughout ESEA.



But with the Blueprint, it's still pretty vague.  And it really looks like an allowable activity, rather than a required activity and programs.



And from our community, what we are hearing from the grassroots is a lot of confusion where we see some pieces really positive and then another piece just a little more lacking.  I didn't know if you could comment on that.



MS. MARTIN:  Sure.  So we should probably put something together that sort of brings together all of the ways we're looking to promote education technology because it is a very high priority for the Secretary.



Some of the things that we're looking at are ensuring that in the Title I program, having increased funding at the state level to build capacity for states to help schools and districts to improve.



And included in that would be encouraging them to build an infrastructure around educational technology in our program, related to a complete education looking to focus there on the delivery of content using educational technology.



In the Investing in Innovation Program, again, looking at having a real focus on educational technology in that context as well as obviously in our STEM funding stream, the “T” in STEM is obviously technology.



And in the cross‑cutting priorities that I think Jim was asking about, one of them does relate to educational technology as well.



So I think essentially part of our strategy here is, rather than having a small pot of money dedicated to that effort, looking for ways to leverage billions of dollars towards that objective.



And I understand that you all are nervous about not having the dedicated funding stream.  And that is something we will keep working with you on, but we'll try to get you something that sort of culls out the different ways we're looking to get at that.



MS. GOLDMAN:  Great.  Thank you.



MS. EMBREY:  Hello.  Mary Louise Embrey, National Association of School Nurses and also the National Alliance of Pupil Services Organizations.



First I want to comment that we are happy to see that you have the Safe and Healthy Students component, and especially pleased for the health aspect being brought into the Blueprint, because we know and I think the Department knows, that healthy children learn better.



My question is, where do the pupil services, what we now call specialized instructional support service personnel, fit in?  Are they considered part of the definition of leaders or where are they in this Blueprint?



MS. MARTIN:  So in the state grants, the formula grants under the great Teacher and Leader program, that funding could be used to support other school personnel other than teachers and leaders.  We're giving states and districts flexibility to do that.



Also, in terms of the programs related to the Teacher and Leader Innovation Fund, like as we have already done in the Teacher Incentive Fund, we're looking to expand that so that if districts decide to put in place performance compensation plans, all staff in the school can participate in those, as opposed to just the instructional staff.



And, as you pointed out in the Successful Safe and Healthy Student Program, the funding there could go towards pupil service personnel to help get better outcomes for students in terms of creating safe schools, healthy schools.



MS. EMBREY:  Thank you.



MS. MANDLAWITZ:  Myrna Mandlawitz with the School Social Work Association and the National Alliance of Pupil Service Organizations.



Following up on Mary Louise's question, Carmel, in the Successful Safe and Healthy Students piece ‑‑ and I guess throughout the Blueprint, there is a lot of discussion about community involvement, which we applaud.



There is no mention, however, of specialized instructional support personnel.  And the places that you've mentioned, quite frankly, are rather obscure.



We know that it would be very important to have these people named under Successful Safe and Healthy Students.



It's great to look to the community, but there is a large cadre of very well‑trained personnel, especially trained to work in schools.  And I'll name them out for people in the audience who might not know who I am talking about.  That is the school social worker, school counselors, school psychologists, school nurses, occupational and physical therapists, speech language pathologists, and the creative arts therapists.



I have stood up probably at every single one of these meetings to try and make the point that we are very dedicated individuals who have training specific to working in schools.



The difference is that we look at this as a continuum of services, where the folks who work in schools will then connect with the people in the community.  It's the people that I just named who have the time, the energy, and the expertise to do these things in connecting to the communities because teachers simply are not trained and don't have the time for those who are trained to make these very, very critical connections.



So we hope that as we work through this Blueprint, that there will be some recognition of this large cadre of individuals in schools.



MR. MEYERS:  I am John Meyers.  I do several things, including school finance, but more recently have worked with the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards around some work relative to your new Great Teachers and Great Leaders Programs.  Also I have just started working as Executive Director of the National Community Education Association.



In follow‑up to the most recent question, I was encouraged to see the community piece as you laid out the sections and was trying to get a better understanding of how Twenty‑first Century Community Learning Centers are going to be.



Is that a future‑oriented change to allow for community groups to engage in a different way than currently required, or is that part of the next round of Twenty‑first Century Community Learning Centers grants?



MS. MARTIN:  No.  That would be part of a reauthorization proposal.  And we do have additional funding in our budget that if those changes are made, there would be additional funding for those programs as well.



I mean, I think the intent of the Twenty‑first Century Community Learning Center Program was always that it would not just be about after-school but also be about creating schools as the center of their communities.



So I think in some places, that is happening right now with the current funding stream, but we are just looking for ways to challenge grantees to move in that direction.



 So it is not eliminating after‑school options because schools that are the centers of their communities open up the doors to the community.



And they do have after‑school programs, but they do more than that.  They look to invite in social service providers, establish the links to community partnerships.



So basically we're saying we want that program to continue to support after‑school, but also to take that extra step and put the community back into Twenty‑first Century Community Learning.



MR. MEYERS:  As it was originally passed, that was the intention.  It got changed along the line.



MS. MARTIN:  Yes.



MR. MEYERS:  And I appreciate that.  That is very good.



MS. DURAN:  Hi.  Mishaela Duran with National PTA.  Under NCLB, parent engagement was supported generally by the Title I set‑aside for parent involvement and the parental information resource centers, which will be eliminated under the budget in the Blueprint.



I was wondering if Title I will continue to support parent engagement or are we shifting the emphasis from the formula grant to competitive grants under Successful Healthy Students.



MS. MARTIN:  No.  We are actually going to be changing the set‑aside so it could be a larger amount of funding for Title I that could be devoted to parental engagement activities as well as opening up this new competitive funding stream for parental engagement activities.



MS. DURAN:  Great.  Thank you.



MODERATOR RITSCH:  Anybody else?



(No response.)



MODERATOR RITSCH:  All right.



MS. MARTIN:  It is Friday.



MODERATOR RITSCH:  You get early dismissal by eight minutes.  Every minute counts.  So thanks again.  Thanks, Carmel.



(Applause)



MODERATOR RITSCH:  Thank you all for coming out.  On our chairs, we had evaluation forms.  As always, we would love for you to fill those out and let us know how we're doing.



Our next month’s forum will post on the web page at ed.gov, as usual.  And enjoy the weekend and this great weather.  Thanks, everybody.



(Whereupon, the foregoing matter was concluded at 2:54 p.m.)





